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Foreword

As a publ1c service to assist local housing activities through
clearer underst,anding of local houslng market conditions, FHA

lnlttated publlcation of its comprehensive housing market analyses
early in 1965. While eactr report 1s designed specifically for
FHA use ln adminlsEering lts mortgage lnsurance operations, it
ls expected that the factual informaElon and Ehe findings and
concluslons of these reports wl11 be generall-y useful also to
bullders, mortgagees, and others concerned with local housing
problems and to others havlng an interest in Local economic con-
dltlons and Erends.

Slnce market analysls ls not an exact sclence, the judgmental
factor 1s lmportant ln the development of flndings and conclusions.
There w111 be dlfferences of opinion, of cour$e, ln the inter-
pretation of avallable factual informatlon in determintng the
currenr and future absorptlve capaclty of Ehe.market and the re-
qulrements for maintenance of a reasonable balance in demand-supply
relatlonshlps.

The factual framework for each analysis is developed as throughly
as posslble on the basis of lnformation avallable at the time (the
"as of" date) from both loca1 and natlonal sources. Unless specifi-
cally ldentlfled by source reference, all estimates and judgments
ln the analyole ere those of the authoring analyst and the FHA Market
Analysls and Research Sectlon. 0f course, estlmates and judgments
made on the basls of lnf,ormatlon ava1lable on the "as of" date may
be modifled conslderably by subsequent market developments.
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ANALYSIS OF THE

PHOENlX ARIZONA HOUSING I"IARKET

AS OF SEPTEMBER I I 958

(A supplemenL to the September 1, L966, analysis)

Summarv and Conclusions

Nonagrlcultural wage and salary employment in the Phoenix Housing
Market Area (Hl4A) averaged 27O,OOO during the twelve-month period
through July 1968. Because of a very large gain in 1966 and a
subsequent slowdown in L967, yearly increases in wage and salary
employment have varied considerably in recent years. Wage and
salary employment in 1965 was up 9,5OO over 1964. A large in-
crease in manufacturing employment in 1966 helped to push total
wage and salary employment Eo 2l,3OO above 1965. Manufacturing
employment declined in 1957, and the increase in total wage and
salary employment was limited to 7;7OO jobs. Based on known
plans of plant expansion and on E.rends in nonmanufacturing in-
dustries, I^Iage and salary employment is forecast Eo increase by
about 10,OOO annually during the two-year forecasE period of
this report.

The Phoenix HMA has been an area of moderate unemployn"ent in
recent years. There was an increase in L967, however, to 3.9
percent of the work force: up lrom 3.3 percent in 1966. The
jobless rate declined to 3.3 percenL during the twelve-month
perlod through July 1958.

The 1968 median income of all families in the Phoenix HI'{A

is estimated aE $7,75O, after the deduction of federal income
tax. The 1968 median after-tax income of renter households of
two persons or more is estimated at $5r625. The median after-
tax income of all familles is forecast t.o increase to $8,175 in
lg7}, and that of renEer households Eo $5r95O.

The populatlon of the Phoenix HMA is estimated at 933,8OO persons
e.s of September 1, 1968, reflecting an increase of 57,OOO since
september L966, or 28,500 (3.2 percent) annually. The populaEion
of the Phoenix HMA is expecte<l to increase by about 26,600 (2.8
percent) annually during the September 1968-Septembet L97O

perlod.

Therc were about 281,4OO households in the Phoenix HMA as of SepEem-

ber 196ti, reflecEing an increase of 20,4OO, or 1Or2OO (3.8 percenE)
annually slnce SepEember L966. The number of households will
increase by abouE 9,600 (3.4 percent) annually during the September

1,958-september 197O period.
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1l_

There were about 3l1,4OO housing units in the Phoenix HMA as of
September I, 1968, reflectinEl average yearly gains of 8,35O since
Sept.ember 1, 1966, As measured by building permits, residential
consLruction averaged over 15,OOO units a year in the early 196Ors.
There was a sharp reduction in unit auEhorizations, to 5 1925 in
1965. There was a recovery Lo almost 6,I5O units in 1966, and
Lo 7 ,6O0 in 1967 . There were about 6,625 uniEs authorized in
the first seven months of 1968, up from 4,25C. in the correspond-
lng period in 1967. Authorizations of both single-family units
and units in multifamily struct,ures increased in 1968.

There were about 30,OOO vacant housing units in the Phoenix HMA

as of September 1, i968, About 14,9OO of these units were avail-
able for r:ent or for sale--an over-al1 available vacancy rate
of 5.O percent. The sales v&cancy rate was at 1.7 pe::cenL, and
the rental vacancy rate at 11.1 percent. Both the sales and
rental vacancy rates were substantially below the rates reported
for September l96b--2,8 percenl- and 14.8 percent, respeetively.

'Ihere wi l1 be annual. demand for: about 7r8OO units of new,
privatel"t,-finanr:e:d housing during the September 1968-SepLember
197O oeriod, including 5,OOO units of si.ngle-family housing anrl
2,8OO units of housing r'n multifamily strLlctures, At the lower
rents achievable only with below-market-interest-rate financing
or other lrublic benefits or assistance or with interest subsidy,
there may be adclitional annual demand for 7OO units of multi-
family houslng. This estimaEe of demand is exclusive of public
low-rent housing and rent-supplernent accommodations.

Ttre demand for new single-family accommodations is expected to
approximate the price range distribution shown on page 20. The
denrand forecast for multifamily housing is distriburted by unit
size and rent range on page 21.

7
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ANALYSIS OF THE

PHOENIX ARlZONA HOUSING MARKET

AS OF SEPTEMBER 1 1968
(A supplement to the September L, 1966, analysis )

Housins Market Area

'I'he Phoenix, Ar izona, Housing Market Area (Hl{A) is def ined as the
PSoenj.x Standard Metrop6l1tan Statlstical Area (Maricopa County,
Ariz6na). The IIMA is situated in the fertile, but arid, salt
R.iver Valley in southcentral Arizona.

The population of the HMA was about 876,800 as of the date of the
last FHA market analysis,U a"counting for over one-half of the
populaEion of fhe errtlre state. The combined populations of
ittentx and four large, contiguous cities (G1endale, Mesa,

Seottsdale, and Tempe) comprlse over four-fifths of the HMA total
population. The remainder of the HI'{A is sparsely populated, for
the *o"t part, although one other city (Chandler, southeast of
phoenix) i,r" u population in excess of 1O,OOO persons. MosL of the
remainder consisti of desert, some of which is irrigated farmland,
and mountainous areas.

Economv of the Area

Ctraracter

The economy of the Phoenix HMA first developed principally with an

lrrigated-desert agricultural base. Agrlculture remains signifi-
cantl nearly one-hatf of all land under cultivation in Arizona is
ln Maricopa County. Later, the warm' dry climate made Phoenix

attractive as a wint,er vacatlon area and as a home after retire-
ment. There &re numerous resorts, and thousands of persons make

the area a wlnter residence.

The economy of the Phoenix Hl4A has been strongly influenced by a

number of manufacturing companies which located in the area during
relatlvely recent years. Each of the four largest manufacturers
established plants in the HMA wiEhin the past twenty years. These

firms, producing electrical and nonelecLrical machinery, instruments,
and air transportatlon equipment, have gro\^h to employ a total of

almost 30TOOO Persons.

ll All estlmntes of demograpl"rlc and houslng daLa as of September

1g66 are frorn the prevlous analysls, adjusted where necessary
to reflect lnforrnatl0n nol- available at the time of field work

for that study.
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Employment

Recent Estima te and Pa st Trend. The civilian work force of the
Phoenix HMA averaged 335,8OO persons during t
period ending July 31, 1968, of whom 3241600
wete 27O,OOO nonagricul-tural wage and salary

he twelve-month
were employed. There
workers among the

employed.

Because of an except,ionally large gain in 1966 and a subsequent
slowdown in 1967, year-to-year changes ln employment have varied
conslderably in retent years. Wage and salary employment in 1965

h,as up 9,500 over 1964. Led by an ll,ooo-job increase in manufac-

turing lndustrles (mosfly in the rapidly growing machinery manufac-

turin! sector), the gain in wage and salary employment amounted Eo

21,3O0 jobs ln L966. Average annual manufacturing employment

declined slightly ln 1967, and the increase in total wage and

salary ernployment vras limited to 7 r7OO jobs, the smallesE annual
eain ln 13 years. Judging from the llrooo increase in 1967-68

Iver I 966 -6i ,L/ the area economy appears to have regained some of
the momentum lost in 1967,

The table below 1s a summary of wage and salary employment trends
in rhe Phoenix Hl,lA durlng the Lg64-I968 period. See table II for
a more detailed description, by industry'

Ave Annual sricultura I Wase and Salarv Emol t
Phoenix. Ar izona. HMA.19 (\l+-1968

e and sala

(in thousands)

rv emolovment
Manufac-
turing

Nonmanu-
facturing

t79.5
183.6
193.9
201,7

Total

Change in
total from

preceding dateYear

196L+

1965
1966
r967

44
49
60
60

5
9
9
8

224.O
;
3
7

233,5
254.8
262.5

q

2L.
7.

l2 er1 1 Ju

Lg67 60.8 L98,2 259 .O

1968a/ 64.3 2O5 '7 27O 'o

al PrellminarY.

Source: Employment Securlty Commission of Arizona'

Ll All refere.nces in this report to 1966-67 and L967'68 refer to;' 
twelve-month perlods ending July 31 of 1967 and 1968, resPec-
tive lY .

ot1
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Maior Industries. Although nonmanufacturlng industries provide
most of the economic support of the Phoenix HMA, the manufacturing
sector has been growing ln lmportance and has furnished most of the
lmpetus for economlc growth in recent years. During L967, manu-
factur{ng employment averaged about 60r8OO, up from 44,5OO in 1964.
I"lanufacturlng jobs averaged 64,30O tn 1967-68, equal to slightly less
than one-fourth of all wage and salary employrnent. While
t,hls represents a relatlvely small proporLion, manufacturing has
comprlsed an lncreasing share of all employment; at the beginning
of the 1950' s, only 12 percent of all wage and salary workers were
ln manufacturlng.

The largesE manufacturlng category shown in table II is machinery,
wlth an average of 28,7O0 employees in the L967-68 twelve-month
period. Most machinery manufactured in the area is electrical ma-

chinery (primarily transisLors and related products) and .omputer
systems. The largest and most rapidly growlng manufacturer in the
area (Motorola) produces machinery. In 1966, the combined effects
of booming national economic growth and increased hiring to staff
recently completed planE expansions helped to produce a 7,2OO-job
increase in machinery manufacturing--to an average of 28,4OO jobs.
There wes a decline to 26,1"00 in 1967, buE the decrease was reversed
late lnthe year, and the average level of employment during 1967-68
represented a new hlgh.

The "a1[ other manufacEuring't category shown in table 1I accounted
for about 21,ooo workers tn 1967-68, equal to almost one-third of
all manufacturlng employment,. Much of the employment increase in
manufacturing in recent years has been in this category. trAll other
manufacturln;" ls up from I5TOOO ln L964. Most of the growth has
been ln companies which manufacture equipmenE and insLruments for
the alr transportatlon industry. Ernpl.oyment in primary metals pro-
ductlon also has lncreased in recent-years from 4r4OO in 1964 to
5,90O ln 1967-68.

Nonmanufacturing jobs increased from 179r5OO ln 1964 to 2O5r7OO in
the 1967-68 twelve-month period, a gain of 25,2OO. The largest non-
manufacturing employment category is Erade, which employed an average
of 6419OO workers ln L967-68. There were 43r7OO workers in service
occupations in L967-68. Many of the jobs in both trade and servlees
are dependenE on t,ourisEs, retired persons, and temporary residents.

There were an average of 51,OOO government $Iorkers in 1957-68, uP

from 4O,4OO in 1964. In addltton to Lhe usual local government
aCtlvities and servlces, there are two Air Force lnstallations in
Ehe HMA, empLoying a t,otal of over 2,OOO civilians.
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Principal Employment Sources

Motorola, Tncorporated, is the largest manufacturing employer in the
Phoenix HMA. Motorola has contributed murch economic growth to the
area since Ehe first plant was established in [948; the gains have
been especially impressive during the 196Ots. The company produces
electrical machinery (semiconductors, communications products, etc. )

in three divislons in the area, Arolrnd three- f ourths of all pro-
duction workers are female. The company has announced plans for the
construction of l75rOO0 square feet of additlonal plant space within
Ehe two-year forecast period of this report. The addition wilI add
materlally to the work force of Motorola.

The second largest manufacturlng employer is the General Electric
Company. General Electric was established in the Phoenix area in
1956. The company produces computer systems and supplies in two
plants.

The Airesearch Manufacturing Company produces engines, turbines,
and other equlpment for the aerospace industry. Over one-half of
the production of Airesearch is for the federal government. The
company $/as re-established in Phoenix in 1952 after closing the
originlal plant at the end of World War II.

The Sperry F1lght Systems Division of the Sperry-Rand Corporation
was first establlshed ln Phoenix ln 1956. Sperry-Rand manufactures
ajrcraft filght control tnstruments in the Phoenix HMA.

0ther large (over 1r5OO employees) manufacturing companies in the
Phoenix area are the Goodyear Aerospace Division (aerospace com-
ponents, military products, and research) and the Reynolds Metals
Company (a1umlnum extrus jons). ['lestern Electric has established
a plant for the production of communications wire. Employment at
the facility is growlng, and may exceed 1,5OO within the forecast
period of this report.

In add j.tion to 2,OOO civi lian employees at Luke and hlilliams Air
Force Bases, there were almost 8r6OO uniformed military personnel
in March 1968. Reflecting the military efforL in southeast Asia,
assigned military strength r^/as up by about 1r9OO above L966.
Civilian employment remained unchanged. The increases in assigned
milltary strength took place in the L966-1967 period, however, and
the level appears to have stabilized; 1968 strength ls almost
unchanged from 1967. A continuat.lon of current levels of military
and military-connected employment appears 1ikeIy.
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Unemployment

The Phoenix Hl4A has been an area of moderate unemployment in recenE
years. There vras an increase in 1967, however, to an average of
3.9 percent of the work force, up from 3.3 percent in 1966. The
rate of joblessness declined in late 1967; the average for the
L967-68 perlod was down to 3.3 percent.

Future Emplovment Prospects

Based on knovrn plans of manufacturing plant expansions and on
trends in nonmanufacturing industries, nonagricultural employment
is expected to increase by around 10,OOO (3.7 percent) annually dur-
ing the two-year forecast period of this report. Substantial em-
ploymenE ihcreases are expected to result from the staffing of the
addltion to t.he Motorola production faciliEies. Some other area manu-
facturers may grow, aIso, espeoially the new Western Electric wire
plant, for a total annual manufacturlng gain of 2,5OO jobs. Nonmanu-
facturing lndustries will continue to provide most of the empLoyment
increase ln the Phoenix HMA, however, accounting for three-
fourths of Ehe gain during the forecast period.

The above forecast appears to be compatible with informati.on avail-
able as of the writing of this report. As pointsed out earlier, the
majority of the manufacturing employment increase in recent years
has been aE companies which are relative newcomers Eo t,he area. The
location in the HMA of anothbr larrge, new employer could produce raEe$
of growth suibst,antlally above the forecast. 0n the other hand, much
of the production of manufacturing plants in the Phoenix HMA is for
milltary or aerospace appllcatlon. A chsrnge in military policies
of the U.S. (especially in southeast, Asia) or in the space program
would have a bearing on employment levels in the Hl'tA. Also a factor,
as ln mosL areas, ls the future Erend in the national economy.

Income

The esttmated 1968 median annual income of all famllies in the Phoenix
HMA is $7,750, afEer deduction of federal lncome tax. The 1968 medlan
after-tax lncome of renter households of two persons or more is esti-
rnated at $5,625. About 22 percent of all families and 43 percent of
the renter households have 1968 after-tax incomes of less than $5,OOO.
These high percentages reflecE large numbers of retirees living on
reduced income and a slzeable Spanish-speaking mlnority. ApproximaEely
16 percent of all famllles and six percent of the renter households
have 1968 after-tax incomes ln excess of $12,5OO.

The median annual after-tax lncome of all families is forecast to
increase to $8,t75 in L97O, and that of renEer households to $5,95O.
Table III provides a distribution of famllies and renEer households
by annual after-tax lncome classes.
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Demographic Factors

Population

1968 Estlmate and Past Trends, The Phoenlx HMA has been one of the
most rapldly growing urban areas of the United States, but t.he rate
of growth has slowed somewhat. The total population is estimated at
933,8OO as of September l, 1968, reflecting an increase of 57,OOO
persons since September L966, or 28,5O0 (3.2 purc.ntU) annually,
In the 1960-1966 perlod, populatlon gains averaged about 33,2OO (4.3
percent) annually. Durlng the 195Ors, population increase had
averaged 33,L75 (6.9 percent) a year.

1960-1966. The combined populatlons of Phoenix and four adjacent
incorporated areas (Glendale, Mesa, Scot.tsdale, and Tempe) amounted
to 756,400 ln September 1968, equal Eo 81 percent of the HI'4A total.
In aggregate, the population of the five largest cities increased
by 4.9 percent a year during the 1960-1966 period, somewhaE more
rapidly than the HMA as a whole. These five citles have had
ambitlous annexation programs. Annexatlons between 1960 and 1966
helped t,o double the populations of Glendale (to 31,7OO persons in
L966) and Tempe (to 49,9OO); the populatlon of Scottsdale increased
by flve and one-half times durlng the period, to 56,O0O in 1966.

1966-1968. Annexatlons of land by -the incorporated areas slackened
after 1966, and their total population growth slowed to 2.7 percent
annually, a rate below the Hl,lA as a whole. The incorporated area
wlEh Ehe most rapld relative rate of growth during the 1966-I96s
period was Tempe, whlch increased by 3,850 (7.2 percent) annuatly.
Phoenix had the largest. absolute increase in population (18,8OO
persons), but the lowest relative rate of gain (1.8 percent an-
nually). 'The populatlon of the area outside the five largest
cities increased by about B,o5o (4.8 percent) annually between
1966 and 1958, to l77,4OO persons.

The followlng table is a sumnary of population trends in Ehe Phoenix
HMA slnce 1960, lncluding a forecast to September 197C-. See table IV
for a more detailed descriptlon of trends by geographic area,

ll See Appendlx A, paragraph 2.
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Trends in Population

DaEe

Apri1 1960
September 1966
September 1968
September 197O

Phoenix Arizona HMA

Number
of persons

663 ,5 10
876 ,8OO
933,8OO
987 , OOO

60- 970

Average annual change
from precedins date

NumbeI Percent

33,2OO
28,5OO
26,600

1

4.3
3.2
2.q

Sources: 1960 Census of Population and esl-imates by Housing
Market Analyst.

Net Nat.ural Increase and Mieration. Both components of population
growth--net natural increase and in-nrigration--have been declining
in the Phoenix HMA. The highest rates of in-migration took place
in the 1950's, when net in-migration averaged 23,4OO a year. .Between
April 196O and September L966, the net natural increase (excess of
resident births over deaths) of the HI4A population averaged 12,OOO
annually. Since the population increased by an average of 33,2OO
yearly during the period, in-migration amounted to a net of 2l,2OO
a year. There are indications that the in-migration did not pro-
ceed steadily from year to year, however, but that the rates of
in-migration were somewhaE higher during the early years than in the
laEter years of the period.

Annual birt.hs declined throughouE mosE of the 1960's, while the annual
number of residenE deaths increased. Lower rates of natural increase
resulted. During the September 1966-September 1968 period, net
natural increase averaged about 9r8OO yearly. Population gains averaged
28,5OO annually during the period, indicat,ing that net in-migration
was 18,7OO a year.

The table below summarizes the component.s of population changes in
the Phoenlx HMA.

Components of PopulaEion Ghanges
Phoenix. Arizona HMA 196o-1 96

Averas€r hanoe s1c

Component s

Net natural increase
Resident births
Resident deaths

In-migration
Net ehange

April 1960-
September 1966

12,OOO
( 17,8OO)
( 5,800)
2L.2o,0
33, 2OO

September L966-
September 1968

9,8OO
( 16,5OO)
( 6,7OO)
18.700
28,5OO

Sources: 196O Census of Population, Ati-zona State DeparEment of
Health and estimates by Housing Market' Analyst'
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Estimated Fu re Pooulation Based on anticipated increases in
employment opportuni.ties and changes ln employmenE Patterns and
migration trends, the population of the Phoenlx HMA is expected to
increase by about 26,600 (2.8 percent) annually during the
September 1968-September 197O period.

In-migration, the main cause of population increase in the Phoenlx
HMA, will continue to decline. The decline in net natural increase
appears to be slowing; the number of births in L967 outnumbered the
previous year for the first time since 1961. Given a continuation
of the slow decline in net naLural increase, the population forecast
indicaLes a net in-migraEion of abouE 17,3OO persons annually.

Househo lds

196t1 Estimate and Past Trends. There were about 281,4OO households
(occupied housing units) in
reflecting an increase of 2O

since September 1966. As sh
housr:holds had increased by

the Phoenix HMA as of September 1968,
,4OO (10,2OO, or 3.8 percent, annually)
ovm in the table bel.ow, the number of
an average of IO,9OO (4.9 Percent)

annually during the 1960-1966 period. Table V provides a more

detailed description, by geographic area.

Trends ln Households
Phoenix. Arizona. HMA. 19 50- 1 970

Average annual change
Number of

households
from nrecedinp date

Date Number Percent

April 1960
September 1966
Septernber 1968
September 1970

Est-inrated Fu."-u rr: Households.
increments and on anticiPated
population per household, the
by about 9,600 (3.4 percent)
SepLember 1970 period.

Based on the expected PoPulation
household formation and changes in
number of households will increase

annually during the September 1968-

lgt,o76
261,OO0
28l,4CO
3OO,600

10, 9OO

1O, 2OO

9 ,600

4.9
3.8
3,4

Sources 196O Census of Housing and estimates by Housing Market
Analyst.
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Housi t Factors

H_ousine Supplv

1968 Estimate and PasE Trends. There were about 311,4oo housing
units ln the Phoenix HMA as of $eptember l, 1968, reflecting net
gains of 8,350 yearly since september 1, 1966 (see table vr). During
the 1960-1966 period, the housing inventory had increased by about
12,9o0 annually. About 15,5oo housing units were completed during
the 1966-1968 period. rn addiEion, a net of about 3,oco mobile homes
r.^rere added to the area housing invent.ory. An estimated lr8oo units
were removed from the inventory through demolitions and all other
causes.

Resldential Buildins ActiviEv. A11 of the Phoenix Hl4A is covered
by building permit systems. As measured by building permiEs, resi-
dential construcLion averaged over 15rooo units a year in the early
1960rs. The lowered rate of in-migration and an increasing number
of vacancies led t.o a sharp reduction in housing authorizations, to
5,925 units in 1965. There r^ras a recovery tq 6,146 units in 1966, and
to 7 16oo in L967. There were 6,613 units authorized in t,he first
seven months of 1968, up from 4,247 during the corresponding period
in 1967.

The table below summarizes trends in building permit aut,horizations
during the 1964-1968 period. Table VIl gives a geographically
detailed description of building permit authorizations in the
Phoenix HMA.

Prlvat.elv Fi Housins Units Aut.horized bv Buildins Permits
Phoenix. Ari . HMA. L964-t968

Number of units bv tvpe of struct.ure

Year

L964
I 965
t966
1e67

Single-
f ami 1J

4,93L
3,9/+4
4,23I
4,925

Two to
four units

2,O59
400
378
484

293
595

Five or
more unit.s

4,L56
1 ,581
1,537
2,19I

1rO89
1 ,839

Total
uniEs

,L46
,925
,L46
,5OO

4,247
6,6L3

11
5
6
7

Flrst seven months
1967
I 968

2,865
4,179

Sources: Bureau cf the
records.

Census and local building officials and
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There were significant variatlons in the number of authorizations
in all types of structures during the L964-1967 period, but changes
in auEhorizations of units in mult.ifamily structures were much

greater than single-family units. (The classification of rowhouses
varies according to each buildlng permit authorlty, but mosE are
listed as single-family units.) Authorizations of slngle-family
units decreased by less than l,OOO between 1964 and 1965, from
4rg3l to 3,944. Single-family authorizations increased after 1965, to,
near Ehe 1964 level in 1967. Multifamily unit authorizations (in-
cludes alI structures containing more than one unit) decreased by
tv,/o-thirds between 1964 and 1965, from 6r2L5 units to 1,981. Aft,er
a furLher decline in 1966 (to 1,915 units), there was an increase
to 2,675 multifamily-unit authorizations in L967. The recoveries
in both single-family and multifamily construction conLinued into
1968. T'here were 4,179 single-family unit.s authorized during the first
seven months of 1968, compared to 2,865 in the corresponding period
in L967. Multifamily authorizations in the 1968 seven-month
period amounLed to 2,434 units' compared to 1,382 in L967.

Unit.s Under Construction. Based on surveys of Ehe deliverY areas
cEed during July 1968, buildingof Phoenix HI'IA post offices condu

permit data, and information obtained localIy, Lhere were an
esEimated 3r5OO units under construcLion in the Phoenix HMA on
September 1, 1968. About 1,40O of the units \^/ere in multifamily
structures. About 1r95O of the units under const,ruction, including
l,1OO of the multifamily units, were in Phoenix.

Tenure of 0ccrroancv

The trend toward owner-occupancy which marked the 195Ors and early
1960's has been reversed, at least temporarily. About 65.6 percent
of the 196o occupied housing invent.ory was owner-occupled. The

ratio increased to 66.9 percent in 1966, but declined to 66.7 per-
cent as of Septemberr 1968'

Vacancy

Past. Trends. As of SepEember 1, L966, there !/ere approximately
housing units in the Phoenix HMA. 0f these, l9,7OO33,7OO vacant

were available for sale or rent, an over-al1 available vacancy raLe
of 7.O percent. The 1966 sales vacancy rate, aL 2.7 percent' was

one-tenth of a percentage point above 1960. The 1966 tenLal vacancy
rate, at 14.8 percent, was substantially above the 11.1 percent
reported for l960; the number of rental vacancies increased by 83

percent during the 196O-1966 period, from 8,2OO vacant uniEs up Lo

15 ,OOO.
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Seasonal Factors. The Phoenix HMA has developed an economy which
has attracEed many permanent. residents, and, while the winter tourist
and related industries are large and growlng, the effects of seasonal
factors on the rates of vacancy have diminished. Vacancy rate varia-
tions between seasons are sti1l pronounced, however, and continue
t.o be a factor in the housing market.

Postal Vacancv Survevs.U The results of postal vacancy surveys con-
ducted during July 1968 are summarized in table VII. The surveys
covered a total of almost 254,lOO possible deliveries t.o residences
and apartments, equal to 88 percent of the estimated housing supply
(excluding trailers). About 1l,4OO of the uniEs were reported as
vacant, equal to 4.5 percent of all deliveries to residences and
apartments. Vacant residences amounted to 2.7 percent of all resi-
dences reported, and 12.1 percent of the apartment.s were vacant.
About 1,175 of the vacant unlts were "new" (never occupied).

Post.al vacancy surveys were conducted in the Phoenix HMA two times
each year during the 1966-1968 perlod. The table below is a summary
of these six postal vaeancy survel/s.

Summarv of Vacanc Rates from Survevs of Post,al Deliverv Areas
Phoenl x ArLZO . HMA. L965-L968

Percentage of possible deliveries vacantg,/
t966 t967 1968

MarctP/ March
Type

delivery

Total dellveries

Resldences
Apartment s

5.O

3

10.

3.6 3.0

4
I

July

6.6

3.7
18.7

I(arch July

5.5

3.2
15.2

July

4.5

2.7
7,4

2.4
5.3

2.7
t2.t

a/ In some cases, months are approximate.
bl Survey was resLricted to sample coverage.

Sources: Vacancy surveys conducted by cooperating postmasLers in
Maricopa County.

The series of post.al vacancy surveys summarized in the table above
lndlcates decreasl-ng rates of vacancy in Ehe respective corresponding
seasons. Vacancies durlng March decreased from 5.O percent of all
unlts surveyed in 1966 t.o 3.6 pereent in 1967 and to 3.O percent in
1968. July vacancies decreased from 6.6 percent in 1966 through
L967 to 4.5 percent in 1968. According t.o the surveys, vacancies in
both residences and apartmenLs in Lhe respective seasons decreased
durinp; the period.

Il See Appendix A, paragraph 7.
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0ther Vacancv Indic:ators, Thet Phoe:nix I'i"{A Lnsurr j ng 0f f i ce has con.-
ductcd periodic apartnlcrnt vacancy srlrvr.ys in Plroenj x and iLs vicinity
duri ng recent years . 'l'he vacarlicy survey conclur:ted at t-he end of
1965 (a seasonal period of high occupancy) covere:d 4,i50 units in
over 90 rental pro j ects bui I t af t.er L962. The surr,<:y revealecl a-

vacancy rate of about eight perceltt. l'he survey conducted during
July 1966 indicatecl that apar:t-nient vacancir:s had increased to over
13 percent, reflecting seasonal j nfluences.

More recent FHA apartrnerrt su!:veys weJ.'e collclucl.ed irr Decernber L96'/
and July 1968. the srrrvey per:f oi:inecl i1l tlte v;,.intr:r: t:overed ahnost
g,375 units in 155 recenl:Iy cornpte:ted arpart:inerrI bu11-dings. {Jn1y

about 3. ! percernt of the r-rnlLsi tv<.rI'e vi-rcaiiL, f t.rr clie lowe:st vacancy
rate s j nce the series of sLud j r.:5 began s.lvel:ill yeEr.rs ago. f'he
survey conduct-ecl at appr:oxirnai,ol-v t-.he sarue L: iue 'l'i i-i rrg the previous
winter inclicated ,Xn itp6lJlt rnetlt vacirnr:y rat.e of 4, l- peuq:ent . Alnrcst
1O,95O units werc, inclur1ecl in the JuIy l96ti a1,.,*.1-'t-:iliellt survey" Vacan-
cies amounted to abouL. [i,3 pei.'crtnL r:.[ th.e toEa]. " 'i-hLr sr:rvey of a

year eir.rlier: inc1.i.caIec1 a fiilcalrc)r l:.1L:i oi 9. E pe:c'eitt 
"

A loca1 private treseri["clr c()rirpar]y conduct"s qua.r{-:erlv vaca.ncy sLlrveys
in the Phoenj,x vicili. l-y-" 'Ihe st.trveys are corrducted by teams which
canvass sample bl.rtcks.. Accor:riirrg Eo the: surrreyS, the ove-r'-a11 LrenC
in the rate of vacancv ltils br:en downward"'-single- j=arni.l y vacancy down-

ward steaciily and uiul.Li f arrii. Iy va.c:rncy dowttrvar:d \tj th seasonal f luc-
tuations. The si-rrg1.e-fanri Ly vacarrcy r4te was (rstiirrated at four
percent j n earlV i 965 " :lllle rat{i was dow:r to f-hrl:e percent at yeal-
en<1 , and to t.wo peI(l(rfrl.. l)Y Ihe en,J ,tf. L9b6 " During Mar:ch aud -lurte
of 1g6g., singlr: ^.i.arrn.i.Ly r;eic:,ancy wels esL-" j_ma Eed aL orre pr:rcent , l\cCorrii.ng
to the surveys, multif arri:i Iy vacancy trar:ir':d considera'bly thr:outghouE

each yeirr, WlLh rtnly L'.\..Jo except-lcns (JLrne elnd Septt:nrber cf L96l),
however, r:ach cf ttro (lr,.r. I r erly es1:imat.es, j-ir erier:y yeir.r: af ter 1965

werrq: bclow t.hc: er;Lirnates Iot the $arne rtortth ir; the preeeding ]/eal'.
The urost- reccnt t:stirnates available are f or Mar:ch and June 1968,
when nrultiftrrnily vacancies were esttmated at six percent and 1.1 per-
cent, rospectively ( see i-alble below) .

AI)C RaL ir; s
Phoenix Ar.[ zo

,* Sins Le1l.**f.L)*_.Ltgi t s _ -*le65 1966 :961 1968

FIous LIni t
/-I: e

Mil l- Li,f
MonLLr s

March
June
Septenrber
December

a/

1 965 L96

1

I
2

?

2
'2

4
4
1-s

3

3
,)

2

'to

'2"7

t1
II

Lt-

llt
tt

-!

9
11LI

L2
5

t3
6

t
Includes Phclenix anci surrr;'r-intl iirg illr:r-irPor''ir-'e(l anri unincorporated
built-up areas.

S.urccs: QuarLerr:l-y vacanc-)r sLt':\/.r).r.i crlncit.tci:t:d by i"I .R ' WeSt and Coinpany
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It should be noted that the two series of surveys discussed above
ar(r selective and do not reflect all sales or rental units in the
HMA. 'l'he FIIA surveys include only those multifamily rental units
which are in relatively new apartment buildings. The M.R. West and
Company surveys include only units which are rrlivabler" according
to the judgment of the company field staff. These two sources of
data appear to indicate actual trends in vacancies in the HMA;

however, the number of vacant units in 1968 is reduced from the level
of the mid-L96Ors.

A month-to-month series of vacancy data for 1967 is available for
tl-re 2,84O units in 23 apartment projects which have FHA-insured
mortgages. These data provide some information on seasonal PatEerns
of rental occupancy, Vacancies were at 6.1 pereent in January 1967.
Vacancy rates decreased to 4'3 percent in }4arch 1967, and then in-
creased steadily to 13.1 percent in June. Vacancy remained near the
latter level tl-rrougLr the summer' and were at 12.4 percent in August.
The rate of vacancy decreased steadily during the remainder of the
year, to 6.4 percent in December'

[968 Vacanc te
and lnformation gained f
were abotrt 3O,OOO vacant
14,9OO of Lhese units we

al1 avallable vacancy ra
vacancy rate represents
1966, when the rate was

0n the basis of posLal vacancy survey results
rom local sources, it is judged that there
housing units as of September 1, 1968. About

re available for rent or for sale--an over-
te of 5.O percent. The 1968 available
a substantial reduction from September
estimated at 7.0 percent.

E t

The September 1968 sales vacancy raEe is estimated at 1.7 percenl-,
and the rental vacancy rale at 11.1 percent; both were considerably
below the 2.7 percenE vacant sales and 14.8 percent vacant rental
rates estimated for 1966. About 5O of the 1968 available vacanL
sales units and 60O of the available rental unit-s v,rere substandard
ln that they lacked one or more plumbing facilities'

Although the sepLember I968 rates of vacancy are relatively high,
a subsiantial part of the vacancies reflected the seasonal factors
dlscussed above. The number of rental vacancies during September

is estimated to have been almost double the number which were avail-
able during the winter season of pea.k occupancy. Sales vacancies
also were up by several h'rndred. lfhe seasonality of occupancy
is a factor in the conslderation of rates of vacancy which might
rnalntain reasonable year-around rna.rket equilibrium in the Phoenix
I1MA. Even though the Septernber level of vacancies is somewhat high,
recent trencls apPear to indicate that vacancies have approached a

reasonable equillbrlum for the year-around market.

e
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Sales Market

Gene Marker Conditions. The market for sales housing in the
Phoenix HMA has firmed appreciably. The volume of consEruction was

reduced in the mid-196ots, and, as of Sept.ember 1968, most of Lhe

surplus of sales vacancles evidenced in the 1966 market analysis
had been eliminated. There remains a small surplus which must be

absorbed before ful1 market equilibrium will be attained. The mar-
ket appears to have strengthened throughout the HMA, but there are
areas ln which ccnditions are somewhat less favorable than oLhers.
The central and southern parts of Phoenix continue to be soft
market aroas.

Forec 1 osures. From the
closures in the Phoenix
is sti1l far above the rates of the earl-y 196O's. OnLy 22 house

mortgages were foreclosed and tendered Eo the FHA in 196O. There

were substantial increases each subsequent year, to 1r835 in L965'
an all-time high. Reflecting a strengthening in the sales market,
among other things, FHA foreclosures declined to 1,357 in 1967.
There were 536 foreclosures in the first six monEhs of 1968, down

from 754 durlng the corresponding period in L967 (see table below)'

Trend of Fo reclosures. FHA-Insured Home fg.apes
Phoenix. Ari zona. HMA. L964- 1 968

Housi tion
Year 203 211 0 Total

experience of t.he FHA, Ehe rate of fore-
HMA has been declining in recent years, but

L964
L965
t966
r967

1,242
I ,633
L,412
1,246

307
t77
140

78

2L
25

31
33

I ,570
1 ,835
1 ,583
1,357

754
s36

FirsL sl x months:

rs67 679 53 22

1968 50r 24 11

a/ lncludes Sections 221, 222, 6O3, and 8O9.

Source: FHA Division of Research and Statistics',

t
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The number of acquisitions (including foreclosures and deecls in lieu
of foreclosure) of both FHA-insured and vA-guaranteed home proper-
ties in the Phoenix HMA have continued the decline which was indi-
cated in the 1966 market analysis. There were about. L,625 properties
acquired by the FHA and VA in L967, down from 2,825 in 1965, the
peak year of acquisitions. There were about 600 acquisitions in the
first six months of 1968, compared to 9oo during the corresponding
period in 1967.

Concurrent with the declining rate of property acquisition, there
was a decreasing number of properties in the FHA and VA acquired
inventory ln the over-al1 1965-1968 period. As of mid-I968, there were
about 5OO units on hand, equal to about one-half the inventory in
mid-1965. The 1968 inventory reflects a 3o-unit increase above
L967, however, which might reflect the increasing rate of house
construction. Most of the FHA and VA acquired properties are 1o-
cated in south Phoenix, the oldest part of the city and an area of
chronic market difficulties. The typical property in Ehe area is
in the $Z,OOO-$tO,OOO price range. There are acquired properties
in other parts of the Hl4A which are valued to $15,OOO and more.

Mortgase Recordinss. Some information on the activity of the mar-
ket for existing, as well as new, sales units is provided by trends
in the number of mortgage recordings in the HMA. There were about
26,35O mortgages recorded in Maricopa County in 1964. The annual
number declined to 2I,OOO in L966, and then increased to 22,25O in
1967. There were 13,1OO mortgages recorded in the first six months
of 1968, compared to 10,65O ln the corresponding period in 1967.
The larger number of recordings suggests a market which is becoming
increasingly active.

Unsold Inventorv of New Sales Units. The annual FHA surveys of
sales unit completions provide some information on the markeE ab-
sclrption of new houses constructed in the Phoenix HMA. The January
196t3 survey (of 1967 completions) enumerated about 4,175 uniEs in
135 subdivislons (the unit count includes 84O townhouses built for
sale). AbouE 1,475 of the units, or 35 percent of the total com-
pletions, \^rere built speculatively. About 4OO (27 percent) of the
speculatively built uniEs were unsold as of the date of the survey.
There were an additional 12 units which had been finished for over
one year and were still unsold. About 9OO sales units were under
construction in the surveyed subdivisions.

The January 1968 unsold speculative construction ratio represenLed
an increase from January L967, when aboui 29O (18 percent) of all
surveyed units speculatively built in 1966 were unsold. There were
also fewer units under construcLion in the earlier survey (78O

uniEs). These findings apparently indicate a somewhat more active
and bullish market in 1967 than earlier. However, there were fewer

?
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LrniLs built on speculaLion in 1967 (about 1,47\ unjts) than in 1966
( I ,600). Most of Lhe reduction resulted f rom the 'rtight money"
situation which developed in 1966; rnost speculatively built trnits
in 1966 were committed early in the year. 'I'he increase in Lhe
unsold speculative rate may indicate a turn toward the optimism
which characterized the Phoenix HMA in past years.

A significant finding of the FHA surveys of completions during the
1965-1968 period is the rising trend in prices. By inter:polation
from table X, a median sales price of about $17r8OO can be deter-
mined for 1965 completions. The median increased to $180950 in
1966 and to $I9r25O in L967, or increases of six percent and two
percent, respectively. These lncreases are similar to estimates
provided by the Bureau of the Census on price Erends for the western
U. S. as a whole--a seven percent increase in 1966 and three percent
in 1967 "

'Irai 1e r Hous i SaIe . A reduced availability of low-cost sales
housing in desirable locations and continuecl suburban economic growth
have helped to stimulate sales of trailer housing. An estimated
3'OOO mobile homes have been sold and put in place since September
1966. Areas in the vicinity of Mesa and Glendale and in north Phoenix
have been the lr:cations of most large trailer park development since
t966.

Outlook. Although the over-supply of sales housing has been almost
complete[y eliminated, there is some cause for concern that the
bctter market may be generating over-optimism in the building indus-
try. Speculative activity was on the increase in mid-1968. The
small increase in the number of FHA-acquired properties on hand may
have resulted, in part, from increased marketing of speculative
Lrnits, Money for construction is plentifu1, and many builders have
plans for increasing operations. It will be prudent for area developers
to obsc:rve closely the over-al1 trends in vacancies, as well as the
success of indivldual subdivisions, and to act accordingly to avoid
a recurrence of the over-built markets of the mid-196Ors.

Rental Market

'Ihe rental market in the Phoenix HMA is in relatively good condition.
Desplte the reduction in the number of vacancies since 1966, however,
the 1l.l percent September 1968 rental vacancy rate may be somewhat
abovcr tl'rc rate desirable for market equilibrium in an area with the
characteristlcs of the Phoenix HMA. In view of the high degree of
seasonality in the area, the surplus supply of rental housing as of
Septembtrr is not as severely out of line as it may appear"?
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The market for rental housing of almost all types and rents has firmed
in recent years, especially in the lower rent ranges. According to the
Jul-y 1968 FHA vacancy survey of recently completed apartment projects,
available vacancies have declined substantially. The survey indicated
that 7.3 percent of the units renting for less than $135 were vacant;
9.1 percent of the units renting for between $I35 and $165 were vacant,
and unfts renting for more than $f65 had 13.0 percent vacancj-es. The
1968 vacancy rates in both the lowest-and middle-rent ranges were dor^rn
substantially trom the rates of 12.8 percent and 16.2 percent, respectively,
reported in the survey conducted during the corresponding period in 1966.
The 1968 vacancy rate ln units renting for more than $165 were slightly
above tlre L'2.7 percent rate in 1966.

Erom the above and from local observation, most of the excess apartment
vacancy appears to be concentrated in the upper rent ranges. ExcepE for
substandard units, the surplus supply of low- and moderate-rental hous-
ing which existed in 1966 appears to have been substantially eliminated.

Public Housing

There are approximateLy 21275 units of public housing in the Phoenix HMA.
The housing authority of Phoenix manages almost 11600 of the units. An-
other 300 units are in areas annexed by Phoenix, but are managed by the
Maricopa County authority. Maricopa also manages 130 additional units in
five communities in the county. There are LZO units of public housing in
Glendale and 100 units in Mesa. The remaining units in the HI'IA are on the
Salt River Pima lndian Reservation. Al1 of the units in the HMA are low-
rent; none is especially designed for occupancy by elderly persons.
Vacancies in all of the projects are frictional, only.

?
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Demand for Housing

antitative De

-[he demand for nev/ housjng unlts in the Phoenix HMA during the September
1968-September l97O period is based primarily on the housing needs of the
19r2OO new households expected in the area during the period. About one-
eighth of the new households will be accommodated in house trailers. The

demand 1s adjusted to aIlow for households which might be displaced by
demolltion activlty and all other causes, and for vacancy adjustmenEs
whlch are required to achieve as nearly as possible year-around market
equilibrlum in the HMA. The potential for additional demand at the lower
rents achlevable with below-market-interest-rate financing or other public
benefits ls also taken into consideratlon. Based on these factors, there
wlll be annual demand for 7r8OO un:its of privately financed housing dur-
Ing the forecast period of this report--5,OOO units of single-family hous-
ing (including about 5OO units of row housing) and 2r8OO units in multi-
family structures. At the lower re:)ts achievable with 22L(d) (3)(BMIR)
flnanclng or with Section 236 mortgage interest subsldies, there may be
addltional demand for 7OO multifamily units annually. These estimates are
excluslve of rent-supplement housing or public 1"ow-rent accommodationsr

The above forecast of demand is based on the rate of in-migration
and family formation which might be associated with an annual in-
crease of around IOrOOO wage and salary jobs. If economic change
should proceed aL a rate substantially differenL from this esti-
mate, the levels of demand might be adjusted accordingly. It is
important to note, however:, that increases in households do not
vary clirectly with rates of economic change. Factors which can
moderaEe migration to the HMA (which has been the main source of
new households in the area) include changes in the proportion of
the exlsting population which participates in the work force and
relative conditions ln other competing labor market areas. The
former lnfluence may be especially a factor in the Phoenix HMA

since several of the newer firms whlch could be instrumental in
a subsEantlal change in the eeonomic growth of the area rely
heavily on the female work force to staff plant additions. The
recruitment of females tends to increase the over-a11 participe-
tion of the area population in the work force.

Reflecting the improved condition of Lhe housing market, Lhe fore-
cast of demand 'is substantially above the number of units authorized
by builcling permits during any year since 1964, when 1l,I5O units
werc authori"zed,. Demand for both single-famiLy and multifamily
housing is cxpecti:cl to increase clurlng the forecast period to levels
above the construction activitv of the 1965-1967 period"
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QualiLative Demand

Sfnetu-FarnllV H"usiqg. Based on recent market experience, Ehe annual
demand for 5,OOO units of single-family housing is expected to be
dlstributed by sales prlce as shown in the t-able below' The 5oo row
houses whlch mlght be absorbed annually during the forecast period
are included, mostly in the low- and moderate-price ranges.

Estimated Annual Demand for Sinole-Familv Housi noU nits
Phoenl x, Arizona. Housins Market Area

Sept.em ber 1968-Seotember I97O

Sin 1e-fami 1 unitsg/
Price ranse Number Percent

under $12,5oo
$12,500 - 14,999

15,OOO - L7,499
17,5OO - 19,999
2O,OOO - 22,499
22,5OO - 24,999
25,OOO - 29,999
3O,OOO - 34,999
35rOOO and over

Total

250
450
850
950
750
450
650
350
300

t60o

5
9

L7
L9
t5

9

100

13

7
6

al See Appendix A, paragraPh 9.

Mul tifaml v Houslns. The monthly rents or charges aE which 2,8OO

market-lnterest-rate flnanced net additions to the privatelY-owned
mulEifamlly housing inventory might be absorbed annually are indi-
cated for various size units in the following table. Part of the
demand for multifamily units will be satisfied through the con-
sEruction of unlts in multifamily structures for sale to owner

occupants (cooperaEive or condominium). 1/

?
Ll See Appendix A, paragraphs 1O and 11'
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-Ra lt- 1

TA

1D nd
1e rh

e x zona
r1

I
tima
At Rents t- te

emb t97

Units number of bedrooms

s
Monthly

ross ren EfficiencY

130
IOO

50
20

300

0ne
tredroom

560
340
r60

40

Two
bedrooms

Three or more
bedrooms

90
80
30

200

it is
ifami lY

La/

$1oo -$11e
120 - 139
140 - 159
160 - r79
180 - 199
2OO and over

ToEal

al

60;
390
150
60

I ,1OO 1 ,2oo

Gross rent ls shelter rent plus the cost of utilities;
also the rental tq"it'af"'t tf monthly charges for mult

unfts marketed as cooPeratives or condominiums'

TheTo0unitsofadditionalannualdemandatrentsachievableonly
with below-market-interest-tu" It"t'"i"g or other public benefits

(not included ln rhe rable "bor.i 
rirr u" distributed as fol10ws:

lo efficiencies, 160 one-bedro"*'";;;;ir3oo two-bedroom units' and

23O units with three bedrooms or more':'

t
U See Appendix A, ParagraPh 12'



APPENDIX A

OBSERVATIONS ANO OUALIFICATIONS
APPLICABLE TO ALL FHA HOUSING MARKET ANALYSES

Al I avcrag0 annual Porc('ItLa8(' cilanBes ils('d

tlr(,d(,nx)grephlc s('ction rrf tlro analysis are
rlv, d thrc:ugh Llle usl ol' rt f,rrntula dr:signt'd
calculntt'Lhc rat('of change on a cr:mpound

irllr, tt tlr, !tll.tl l.ll'llr 1,1 l'll ,rl i 'li (l(rllriri LuLt s l' ss

tirrtrr I'ivt' p('t(-('IlL ()l l11(' t()t{11 l)()Pulnt ion of ttr'
lll!,1A. a I I dt'nrograplt ic atttl ltous i ng dat{r lrs('d irr

!ht'analysis l'ff.rr L() Lh('tolel i'f Iarrn and non'

f aru datal if f ivt' p('Ic('nL ()r more' all demo-

Erat)hi(: and hrrustng tlata are resEricted t() n(rn-

farnr datn.

lh| clisLribution of Llrt qualilati\'('d|rnand I'rr
solr,s housing diff.rs fr()n any sel(cL((l ex-
p(,ricnc(,such as that rr'P()rt.'(l in l'llA uns()ld

;nventorv surveys' 1h. latl.'r dala do not in-
etude n€'w consLruction Lrr subdivisions with l('ss
than five compl('tlolls during thtr year reported
upont n(rr do thev reflect individual (rr contracL
construcLion ()n scaLt.'rt'(i Iots lt is tik'rlv
fhat tho mort'exp{'nsivI hrlusing consLructton and

st)me of th.' l()w( r-vatLlc homes are conccntrated
in thc smal lor bui lding operaLi()ns! which art'
quiLc numt'rous' Ihr: clr:rnand estimates reflect
all hom0 building and indicate a 8r('ator concen-
tration in somt'pric.'ranges lhan a subdivision
su rvcy' rvou I d rt'v.'a I

Monthlr r{'nLals at which Pri'/ately omed neE ad-

ditions to the aggregate rentaL housing inv€'nto-
r \r l i ,,lr t hl s L br abso rbcd by Lhe rcn La l na rke t

ar.- in(li(ated tor varjous size units in thc <llr-

mand section ,>f each analysis These net addi -

tjons mav be acconplished by either new construc-
tion or rellabi I itation at Lhe specified rentais
wlth or wit.tlout public benefiLs or assistance
throuSh subsidy, tax abarr:menL, or aid in finan-
.,ing i,r land acquisit iLrn. 1'he prodlrction of neu

uniis in higher renlal ranges than indicated nlay'

he jusLi ticd iI a competiLive tilLcring,ot ex-

ist,ing acc,rrlnodittitrns r') lower rangL's ot renL

c,r,. b,'anticipate(i as a resulL of Lhe availabil-
i Lv of an ample renlai housing supPLy'

DlsLributions of average annual dt'rtand for new

apartments are bast'cl on Projt)ct('d tenilnt-fami ly
lncomcs. the size dlstribuLion of tenant house-

hoIds, and renL-paying proP('nsitics Iound to be

typical in the ar€:a; considerati')n also is gi'ven

to th(' r('c.Ill absorplive cxP'rrit nct' trf new retlt-
at housing lhus, ttrt'y rcPros('nL a paLtern for
guidance in the Product-ion of rcntal housing

fredicated on fort'st'c'abl(' qlranti tative and qual-
itativs consideralions. However, individual
projects nral' clifft'r fr.rnl the general pattern. in
,""i.n"o to spccific neighborhood or sub-market
requirements spt'cific market denand oPportu-
nities or replacement neerls ma1'pernit the effec-
tive marketing of a singie project differing
from these demand distributions ' Even though a

deviation from these distributions may experi-
r.nce market success, it should not be regarded
as ('sfablishing a change in the projected pat-
t. rn rrf rlr'rrancl f or ( ()ntiolli!lE guidance unless a

tlr()rr)ugh;:rralysis of all facLors involved cLear-
ly c.,nii rrns th.r ciiangt'. 1n an1' case, ParLicular
pro]{'cts nrust- be €'!'aluaL.d ln thI IighI of acLu-
at mark('l pIrfr:rmanct in specific r€nt ran8es
ancl neighboriroods or sub-nrark(rts'

'fh| Locati')n l--a(:L()r is ()f ('spt(liil irrrp''rtiinr:" in

Lhe provisl\)n of Deu uniLS aL Lhe Ir)u('r-rent
tt,veIs. Fami lies in Lhis user group are not as

mobj Ie as those 1o r)ther cconomic segments; they

are l.'ss abl€' or wi t 1 ing to brc:ak wi th esLab-

lished sociai, church, and neighborhood relaLion-
ships. Pr()xiflli ty to or quick and econonical
transporration to placc of work frequ('nt l)' i s a

g..,o.ninq consial( ration in the plact-' of resi -

dence pref r':rrec1 by f ami I ies in Lhis gr()uP'

ln
dt,-
Lo

basls

lJr,cAusi oI tlr,'c:hang| in rlcf init.ion of t'farnil b(:

twcr,n l95O and l960 c('nsrls('s. nrany p('rsons liv'
lng in ruraL ar,'as whr> wt'rc'clrtssifiocl aa Iiving
on farnrs in t950 wt>trld havr'bccn considertd to
bo rural n()nf.lrm rosi(li'nts in 1960. Consaquent-
lv. thc clt,clitrc in Lhr'fnrrr prrpuiation arrtl Lht'

incr(,asl in nonIarnr 1:r,pulat ion bc'twct'n LLI(' tw(r

c('nsus datos is. Lo s,rntr'('xtonL, thc result oI
lhis chon8(, in d|finiLion.

'll)r. lncrr'os(' In tttrnInrnL it,rust'hr']cis bcLwoen l9:j(l
rrnri l96O wns Lil(' resilt, in Part, of a changc Irt
th0 rl0finltil)n ()f 'rj:nrtrr'r In titi' two ConsuS('S.

l'ltt, i nc ronsr, l rr Lhc rlLtttrb, t oI lrrrusolto ltls b('tw('('t)
lq50 and 1960 rt'f l('cts. irr I)Arl, th(' cironBl irr
( onsus (\nunr('laLit,tt Ir,rur 'rLlw|i I ing uniLil ln lhe
l950 c(,nsu$ L() "ll()rtsillll rrnit-i' irl Lh(' l960 c('nsus
C(,rtain furnl shcrl-rrtrltr Bccrrmtntrtlatirrns which wt'rt
not class0rl As dw('l I ing unl ts in l950 werc
classld ds hr)trslng trrrlts in 1960. Ihis cltangl
affcctcd Lhr, Iotirl c,rrrnt of lrrrrrsjng 1]nj Ls and

tho calculuLitln of ilveragl lrrruslhtll<j sizc as

wt'Il] ('sp('ctal lv in lorgPr ct'llLr&l cilies'

'lhc baslc (lnt.r in 1ll,' I(l6() ('lt'nstts t'l Housing
lrom which (urr('nt lrottslnB itlvellL()ry estinEIes
611, 111'v1, lopccl ref lt'.t an ullklrr)wn dt'grc't.'of e'rror
it) "yonr bui ltr! r)(i('ilsi,rncd by tho accuracy of re
sl\)nsI L() (\num{,raIors'qu('st:ions as wt']. 1as c'r-
r()rs ( arlrir rl bv sitrrrl, I i n8,

!,osL^ t viic&nc1 survey data are not entlrL-ly com-

rrarablt' wi th rltI dat& publ ish0d by the BureaLr of
(i('nsus bocause of d i fferencr:s in deflnltl<ltl,
irr,,rr clr.linentions. snd methods of enumera!ion'
'llrr,(:r,nsus r('P()rts unlts and vacancies by tt'nure'
\rlt,,r{,os ttl(, p()st8l vacancy survey rePorts uni ts

rrrrtl v;Lcrtllt:i ( !i by tvl)L ()a :it ruc 
"lr'" 

'lllt' t'(\!;t
ol I l(r' D{'Pnrtnent rlrf jnr:s a "rt'sicl''n('1rrr is r\

n)l I rr'Pr('st'nt itlg rrn,' sl()l) f()r trnt' dt liv''rt r>f

rurll (onl rrallbox). 'fhes,' ar(' princtPallv
slrrglr'-[amlly ltolrt's' bul in( lu(11' row ltrluses und

,r,rril tlrrpt,'x,'s and sLru(ltrlr:('s wi Itr sddiLi(]n8l
rlr)its ft'r'nIr'd hy cotrv,'tsi'rtt An "aPArLm('nt. is

l [nit ()n n sL()P wh|tr' flr')l'( tl]rlrr inr' (li'l i'r"tv 'rf
rr(li t l$ llosslblt'. j"rsLel surr'' ys '''trrit t'acatr|iIs
in I lmit;'(l rlr('as st'rvt'tl by post rrIfict' brrx|s ancl

I|ncl lo ()nriL tlnits irl sukl ivisitrns und.r con-
!tructl(rn. Allll()ugh tht' p()itel v8citncy stlr\'('y

lrns ()l)vlotrs Iinr ,tati'rns. whcn Ltstcl in conjlrrtr-
tion with (rthL'r vacall(v lnrllcnl"rs' tht'sur\"'v
s, r'vt's il vnlLlrrhlI fLlo('ti()ll ln tllc (t{'rivati(rn ()f

{.sit inLllt,,s ol lo(ill rrlltki t Ll )ll(lil i"llc

13.,!'ause the Iq50 Ccnsus t'f !lottstng ciid n('L iden-
tifv "ci('tcri()rating'r units, it is P(lssibl('that
s()me units classificd ss "dtlaPiclat|cl" in l950
wr.ru lri ltave becn c Iass i f i('(i as 'tdeteri orat ing'r on

t h(. bss i s of tho 1 950 ('ntrflrc rat i on procedures '

IO
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Table I

Component s of the Civilian Work Force
Area. 1964- 1968Phoen ix. Arizona. Housins Market

(Averages in thousands)

Annual ave rase
Componentq t964 1965 1966 1967

Iotal civilian work force 290.1 3O1.4 32O.1

12 months endi

t2.4
3.87.

313 .3

L7.3

296.O
259.O
37.O

Jul 3r
t967 196

325.7 335.8

Unemp loyment
Percent of work force

Il)mp loyment

Agri crr I tr-rra1

277.1 286.7

12.9
4.47"

t4.2
4.77"

IO. 7
3.37"

32-9.4

L2.9
3.97"

316. 5

t6.7

299.8

Lt.2
3.3%

19.3 18.5

251.2
224.O
33. 8

268,2
233 .5
34.7

309.3

17 .9

29r.4
254.8
36.6

324.6

L6.6

308.O
270.O
38. O

c/

262.5
37.3

Persons involved in labor-
management disPutes

I 5 I

Pre l imi nary.
lncludes self-employed, unpaid family workers' and domestics.
An average of fewer than 5O.

Source: Employment Security Commission of Arizona.

Nonagrlcu 1 tura1
Wage and .salarv
A11 other!/

c

tr/
b/
c/

I



Table II

Nonagricultural trrlage and Salarv Emplovment
Phoenix, Arizona, Housing Market Area, 1964-1968

(Averaees in thousands)

Annual averaqe 12 months ending July 3I
Industrv L964 1965 t96e, t967 L96i L96Be/

I^Jage and salary employment 224.0 233.5 254.8 262.5 259.O 270.O

Manufacturing
Food and kindred products
lrlnting and publishing
Frimary and fabricated metals
Machlnery
A11 other manufacturing

Nonmanufacturi ng
Mining and quarrying
Construct ion
Trans. e cornrnr, and utilities
I'rade
Fin., ins., and real estate
Services and miscellaneous
Covernment

5.O
3.O
5.O

21.2
15.7

5.2
3.0
4.4

16.9
15. O

44.5

t79 .5

L6.
13.
57.
15.
36.
40.

13.
13.
58.
15.
38.
44.

13.
t4.
63.
16.
42.
49.

60. 8

13.
t4.
62.
16.
4r.
48.

64.3

205.7

13.
L4.
64.
t7.
43.

5.2
3.5
5.9

28.7
21.O

5.O
3.4
5.9

26.6
19.9

51.

2
1

5

5
8
5
o

3
9
9

9

o
7
o

2
3
5
3
o
8
4

2
5

8
7
7
7
6

2
8
8
7
8
8
6

49.9 60.9
5.O
3.3
5.6

28.4
18. 6

183.6 193.9
.2

13.5
t4.5
6t.4
16.5
40.5
47.3

5.
3.
5.

26.

60. 8

20

t98.220L.7

1

5
8
I
3

a/ Prc l irni nary.

Sourct:: Employment Security Commission of Arizona.

I



Table III

Estimated Percenf- e DisEribution of A11 Families and Renter Households
Bv Income and Tenure After Deduction of Federal Income Tax

Phoenix- Ari zona - Horrs 1 n0 Market Area- 1968 nnd Ig7O

19 68 1970Annual after-tax
income s

Under $2,OOO
$ 2,ooo - 2,999

3,OOO - 3,999
4,OOo - 4,ggg
5,OOO - 5,999
6,000 - 6,999

7,OOO - 7,999
8,OOO - 8,999
9,OOO - 9,999

lO,OOO -L2r4gg
12,5OO -L4r9gg
15rOOO and over

Total

A11 families Renter household€ All families Renter householCs4.

6
4
5
7
8
21

tr
10
11
11
1l
11

5
4
5
6
8
9

to
9

10
10
1I
1l

10
9

8
15

1
9 J

100

$5,625

11
9

8
16

8
11

roo

$8,175

100

$5 ,950

9
7
5
8
3

9

8
6

8
4
4

Med ian

100

$7,750

a/ Excludes one-person renEer households.

Source: Estimated by Housing Market Analyst.



Table IV

Trends in Population
Phoenix, Arizona, Housing Market Area

April I960-September 1968

Apri I
1960

September
L966

September
1 968

Aver4ge annual change
1960- i966 i966- 1968

Numbetg/ Percent9,/ Number4./ Percent! /Area

HMA total
Phoen ix
G lendale
Mesa
Scot t sdale
Tempe
Remainder of HMA

33 ,200
13 ,45O
2,5OO
2 1925
7 o 150
3 ,9OO
3,325

2-9--sPq
9 ,4OO
I ,650
2,55O
3,OOO
3 ,850
8 rO5O

633.5rO
439,L7A
t5 1696
33,772
lo,026
24,897

L39,949

976 .8OO
525 r4OO
31,7OC
52,5OO
56,OOO
49 ,9OC

161,3OO

933.800
544,2OO
35,OOO
57 ,600
62,OOO
57 ,600

177 ,4OO

4.3
2.8

10.8
6.9

26.8
10. 8
2.2

3.2
1.8
5.O
4.6
5.1
7.2
4.8

a/ Rounded; may not adci to totals.
h/ Percentages derived through the use of a formula designed to calculate the rate of change

on a compound basis.

Sources: 196O Census of PopulaEion and estimates by Housing Market Analyst.



Area

HMA total
Phoenix
Glendale
Mesa
Scot tsdale
Tempe
Remainder of IIMA

r91.076
13 2,083

4,389
9,586
21954
6, 551

35, 5 l3

26r.000
164,goo

9,2OO
15, 2oo
16,500
13 ,6oo
4l ,600

10. 200
4,4oo

525
800
925

L,L25
2 1425

the rate of change on a

-

ai
Table V

Trends in the Number of Ilouseho lds
Phoenix. Arizona. Housins }larket Area

Apri I 19 50-Seotember 1968

Apri I
l9 60

September
L966

September
r968

Arrerage annual changes
t960-L966 L966-L968

NumberA/ PercentL/ Number4/ Percen t b /

28 t .400
173 ,7oo

1C,250
l6r8oo
18,350
I 5 ,850
46,45O

10.900
5, loo

750
870

2,I00
L, l0o

950

3.8
2.6
5.4
5.0
5.3
1.7
5.5

4.9
3.5

11.4
7.2

26.8
Ll .2
2.5

al Rounded; may not add to total.
L/ Percentages derived through the use of a formula designed to calculate

compound basis.

Sources: 1960 Census of Housing and estimates by Housing Market Analyst.



TabIe VI

Components of the Housinq InventorY
Phoeni x. Arizona. Housing Market Area

r960- 1968

Average annual chaneesg/

TenuEg q43__vgg_ancv.

Total housing inventorY

Occupied housing units
Ov".ner -occupied

Percent of oceuPied
Renter -occupied

Vacant housing units
Available vacant units

For sale only
Homeowner vacancy rate

For rent
Renter vacancv rate

other vacant unitlc/

211.865 294.700

1960- 1966
Number Percentq/

12.900 5.1

10.900
7,675

3,225 4.i

2. 000
L,275

2lo

1 ,050 9.4

740 6.4

Apri I
1960

i9 r .076
L25,267

b).o/.
65,809

20.789
11.528
3,325

2.67.
8, 203

Ll . L7"

9,261

Sep tember
L966

Sep tember
l9 68

t966-1968

261.000
l74,5oo

66.9%
86,5O0

33.700
i9 .700
4,7OO

1 1ol
L. I tO

15,000
L4.87.

l4, ooo

31r.400

281.400
I87,600

66.1%
93 ,800

Number

8.350

10.200
6,550

3,650

-1.850
-2.400

- 750

550

Peicen tb/

2.8

4.0

-5.8
-14.0
-r5.3

?R.

3.8
3.6

LO
5. r

1.5
6,J
).4

30.000
14.900

3 r2O0
r.7%

1 r ,700
1r. r%

15, loo

-r,650 -r0.4

a/ Rounded; may not add to totals.
hl percentages derived through the use of a formula designed to calculate the rate of change on a

compound basis.
c/ rnciudes vacant seasonal units, dilapidated vacant units, units rented or sold awaiting occupancy,

and units held off the market for other reasons'

sources: 1960 Census of Housing and estimates by Housing Market Analyst'

a



Tab[e VII

Privatelv Financed Housing Units
hori zed Bui 1di S

Phoenix ^ Arizona. Housins Market Area. 1964-1968

First seven mos

Area

HI,IA total
Single-family
Iwo to four units
Five or more units

Phoenix
Glendale
Mesa
Scottsdale
Tempe

1965 1966 1967 L967 1968r964

Ir.J46q/
t+ 1931
2,O59
4,L56

5,475
524
659

L,223
1,324

11222
3,944

400
1,581

2,776
L45
309
678
813

6.L46
4,23L

378
1 ,537

2,696
94

350
817
869

7.600
4,925

484
2,19L

3,484
155
495
854

1 ,187

4.247
2,865

293
1,O89

I ,598
74

3L2
583
702

6.6L3
4,L79

595
I ,839

3,432
87

470
513
795

Remainder of HMA l,94la/ 1,204 L,32O 1,425 978 I ,316

al Excludes 3O units of public housing'

Sources: Bureau of the census, construction Reports c-4o and c-42; local
building officials and recorCs'

I



TabIe YIII

Ph..enir. Arizcra. .{rea ?cs!aI Yacancr SLil:v

Juls ll-16.1963

Ras:.ienr esTotai iesrde:ces and aoarr:r:ts

t s.1 \.$
t r,ierTota! possrbie

\:l
t r,ier T"rri F-.ii,i "

t sed

The S::r'tr'Ar.a Trta I i: ,r;n

163 . 91 -1

' tt I

19,6tt

1.459

i-:l',

tc .2 li

1.65i

) 1 : all

29! -r7i

\.5

8.8

t.173

51.

t6Yair 0ific:

SEati:ns:
.\rcrlia
Capital
ioiian S.h"-.i
)iarl'va i.
l'lcDcue 1L

115
3t9
265
381
!97

30
3

19
119
1l

i5t,l
651

518
1,011

r11
6i)!

1 , C8/l
(c6

1 ,008

117
158

95
119

21

3,673

ll,ic;
r 5, 61i

11:

:78
a9)
198

1.9

5.l
r.1
!.5

39
!1
9t

112
3

71
19

i5
t92
820
126
310
155

3

43
91

121

1

ll

1

i0

9
16

t22

2C

27
19

3

12

72

151

3

8
a

l
9

1

5
l+

1

0
0

)ior!heast
:,icr thHe s t
South Central
southeast
Sunny s I ope
Sunnvsiare Anneri

Avoodale
Buck e ye
chandler
GLendale
Goodye ar
Me!a

Scottsdale
Sun City
Tenpe
Tolleson
Youf,gt own

i,870
587

1,019
294
556
389

46
95

?36
331

210
554

r ,009

498
292

6, 9C0
12,603

4,694
17,833
8.567

79
193
630
126
356
260

8l
33
10

58
97 133

Other Cities and Tosns

464

3,r80 3.7 2.516 604 1.460 7r.555 1 .322 2.r 998 521 1.224

t,425
i,1 85

10,r37
719

2A ,7 51

53
12

183
27t

14
151

9
19

4
t22

1,191
L,287
4,195
7 ,t96

458
18 ,27 3

3

!3
100
119

4
176

53
1?

t74
25?

10
635

3.6
5.1
3.8
2.1
1.9
3.6

3.9
4.9
4.1
1.9
1.1

3

2!t

t2
r18

0
3

2

1

0
2

22,O60
5,507

r 6, 113
1,133
1 ,068

617
64

601
2A
16

18, 692
5,507

t2,663
1 ,059
1 ,034

356
268
196

20
L7

254

244
64

142
19
15

I )4

293
9

863
268
660
2l
18

186
204

51
I
2

285
426
366

112
204

54
1

2

1.9

1,5

1,6

I he :urre. .','ers d',r,lrnr un,t' " ''- 'l''rr
or dcrnrture.: nor d,res rr . orcr b" 'r'ied'up r' ' rl'ne"' !'r altrrrrm'

. ,,l,irtlitnr-. Jill 1,.,u.( trttrlrr-. ,n, lLrri nr rrrr:'trr'
r!r rJr.rt r[:,r irlen,lcd i0trrl,,trr,i

'fhe ,ill,nrt',r- ,f rer,,l.r, c ii(l .,1)r,t,,.nr ' art rl, '"t "l rhc I")sr Ofili { l)r'rrrrtrrtnt i r

rhan nne p.ss,blc d.lr\.r\.

'l'hc ,,,r,bin,',i r rrl-. h',rrrer. .rri .rs rr'rd'J in "lficral rrutc retoxls'

I ll \ r.,,-'.,' . , l- r' I r,. . 'l ,1"'rr'rrr Ii 'sril'J-r'r'-

l'he est

r,,1966

T.ra. r,.rrni.

1.101

1:

:,-2

5.5:5

26a
r38
590

2,941
261

2,!18

9...P

, I qo

I6a

280

ti5
t:5
!19

_:i)rl

1,-1
1. r59

5 f'2
?51

2,!46

'1 .515 :,1

617 6. :-

- ).0

6

6l
26

164

9-337 878 9.\

592

138 19

E

15

8,i12
316

L.526

3rs
25i
900

25
51:r

1:
1l
11

11

l. -\

5.c
1.5
3.C
6.7

97
150

,-6

8

l:
!2
31

_1,9
4.0

2L.l
1.6
0.0

11.2

9;- 0
386
953
109
385
484

27?
394
189
t58
200
729

:
6

7

I

'7

50 18.7
29 2L.O
83 11. I

1t2 ! .5
r0 3.8

381 15.1

507 15.1

i05
352
i89
168
188
127

t6!

1,155
1.488

22

78
t?2
LI
50
65

!. /-

9.5
16. 9

1.1 . ,l

i.!

11
32

13,602 1.658 12.2 i.573 80 2L0

12 228

L6

90

31

73 39

50
29
83

t29
10

38i

152
50

576
1,738

l
5,28r

6
2

139
27

3,368

3 ,45C
7L
3t1

r33

461
I
1

1L 6

464 13.L
I 1.4
I 2.9

2



Table IX

Summary of Postal Vacancy Surveys
Conducted in the Phoenix, Arlzona Housins Market Ar erl/. 1966-1968

DaEes of s,rr.r"y9/
e

March
Ls669l

167.389
8.310

5.O7"

L27,4O7
4,277

3.47.

39,982
4,O33

10. 17.

July
re66

239 .7 44
15,768

6.67.

L93,499
7,LL2

3.77"

l4arch
L967

245.922
9,773

3.67"

2Ol,670
5 ,5O4

2.7%

July
L967

247.O45
L3,707

).>/.

198,334
6,321

3.2%

48,7LL
7,386

ts.2%

March
I 968

July
I 968

Total possible deliveries
Vacant

Percent vacant

Dellverles to
VacanL

Deliverles
Vacant

resldences4/

253.5L6
7 .599

3.O7"

2O2,572
4,906

2.4%

50,944
2,693

5.5/"

254.O70
I 1 .408

4.57"

2O5,OO3
5 ,591

2.7%

48,067
5 ,8I7

12.L%

Percent vacant

to apartments4/ 46,245 44
8,656 3

L9.77"

252
269
7.47.Percent vacant

a

dt

Dellvery areas of posE offices in Phoenix, Avondale, Buckeye, Chandler, Glendale,
Goodyeai, Mesa, SctEEsdale, Sun Clty, Tempe, Tolleson (excepE 7166 and 3/67), and

Youngtown (except 7/67) are included. Excludes deliveries to trailers.
f-n some cases, months are apProxlmate.
Survey was resEricted to sampl.e coverage; may not be comparable to oEher surveys.,
The break-down of total deliveries by type of structure is according to the
judgement of lndividual mal1 carrlers and 1s subject, to variat,ion.

Sourccs: Postal Vacancy Surveys conducted by cooperaEing Postmasters.

b/
c/

I



Tab1e X

Status of New Housing Unit Completions in Selected Subdivisionsa/
Phoenix, Arizonao Housing Market Area

January 1 of 1966, L967, and 1968

Speculative const.ruction
Total
units

Unsold
SaIes Drice Tot,al Sold Number Percent

*:k*unigs Completed During l965)k?k*

Pre-
so 1d ,)

Under $12,5OO
$12,5OO - L4,999

15,OO3 - 17,499
l7,5OO - 19,999
2O,OOO - 22,499
22,5OO - 24,999
25,OOO - 29,999
3O,OOO and over

Total

Under $12,5OO
$12,5OO - 14,999

15,OOO - 17,499
17,5OO - L9,999
2O,OO0 - 22,499
22,5OO - 24,999
25,OOO - 29,999
3O,OOO and ovcr

Iotal

Under $12,5OO
$l2,5OO - L4,999

15,OOO - 17,499
17,5OO - 19,999
2o,ooc - 22,499
22,5OO - 24,999
25,OOO - 29,999
30,OOO and over

Total

228 148 80
542 391 15I
689 462 227
743 4L6 327((()s:: )3:a ,les((t
93 75 18

_ 264 t43 t2L
3,O92 1,973 1,119

63
99

174
261

t27

L7
52
53
66

(

(
68

7

2l
326

6

32
39
60

10
36

290

21.2
34.4
23.3
20.2

31.4

38. 9
L7 .4
29.L

Ll.L
2L.9
t4,9
L5.2

13.s
43.9_
18. 3

32.3
s4.1
26.6
27.3
18.5
L6.9
to. 5
29.7
27.3

(

***{Jni1s Completed During 1965*,(*

4T
r46
26t
394

591

74
82

1 ,559

11

58
793

35
rL4
222
334

64
46

1,299

lg67#<*

2l
105
22t
L97
229
103
L37
64

1,o77

484 I

148
497
786
840

1 ,096

255
222

3,847

8t
578
905
156
699
282
481
/+O2

4,184

LO7

35i
525
446

(

(505
181
r43

2,258

50
349
604
485
418
158
328
311

2,7O3

(

( o7 18. I

,(?k)kunlts Completed During

31
229
301
271
28L
r24
153

91
1,481

10
t24
80
74
52
2L
L6
27

t+O4

al C,tvers a[1 subdivisions in which five or more houses were completed
in the preceding twelve mont.hs.

Sourcels:AnnualLlnsoldlnventorySurveysofNewHousesconductedbythe
Phot:nix FHA Insuring Of f ice.

I
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